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The present study identifies the major stylistic characteristics of the fiction of 
Kawabata Yasunari and Mishima Yukio.  The analysis is primarily based on 
quantitative data derived from computational analysis. A secondary goal of the 
research is to generate a computational model suitable for the analysis of all Japanese 
literary texts. According to Yasumoto Yoshinori’s study in 1965, Kawabata and 
Mishima share few common stylistic features, and therefore their writing styles 
should show some distinct stylistic contrasts. The focus of the present study is to 
explore these stylistic contrasts. Only a small percentage of these studies have dealt 
with linguistic features of Kawabata and Mishima, and even these have not been 
based on an objective analysis of all the related data.   To my knowledge no other 
researchers have conducted an intensive statistical investigation of their styles. To 
address the limitations of the past studies I conducted an intensive corpus linguistic 
analysis of the works by Kawabata and Mishima, and attempt a literary stylistic 
interpretation of our collected statistical data. 
All the selected stylistic indicators I examined have revealed the characteristics of the 
writing styles of Kawabata and Mishima to varying extents.  I have identified three 
levels of indicators of writing styles. The findings of our quantitative study have 
provided concrete evidence to contribute towards an objective assessment of the style 
of Kawabata and Mishima. The computational model established in the present 
research can also be used to analyse Japanese literary texts. 
 
The present study examines selected works of Kawabata Yasunari (1899-1972) and 
Mishima Yukio (1925-1970) —both key figures in 20th Century Japanese literature.  
The primary goal of the study is to identify the major stylistic characteristics of these 
works.  The secondary goal of the research is to generate a computational model 
suitable for the analysis of all Japanese literary texts. The analysis is based on 
quantitative data derived from computational analysis. The study adopts a contrastive 
approach to identify differences between the writing styles of Kawabata and Mishima. 
 
 Saeki Shôichi (310) presented the following views. For example, Kawabata has a 
distinctive and allusive style which is influenced by haiku and classical Japanese 
literature. Mishima’s writing style, on the other hand, features a well-structured plot 
with detailed descriptions; as a result, it has earned a reputation for its clarity. 
Kawabata’s style exemplifies a highly ambiguous quality, thus offering a range of 
interpretations for his readers, whereas Mishima’s style is described as possessing 
clarity. A notable challenge of this study was to take into account previous qualitative 
findings of the styles of Kawabata and Mishima and reassess them in the light of the 
quantitative data.  According to Yasumoto Yoshinori (1965), Kawabata and Mishima 
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share few common stylistic features, therefore their writing styles should show some 
distinct stylistic contrasts. The focus of my study is to explore these stylistic contrasts.  
 
While many writers have discussed the style of Kawabata and Mishima, only a small 
percentage of past studies have investigated their writings in terms of their linguistic 
features, and even these have not been based on an objective analysis of all the related 
data (Negishi Masazumi 13-24, Yoshizawa Norio 41-46). To my knowledge no other 
researchers have conducted an intensive statistical investigation of Kawabata and 
Mishima’s writing styles. This study addresses those limitations in an intensive corpus 
linguistic analysis of selected works by Kawabata and Mishima, and attempts a 
literary stylistic interpretation of my collected statistical data. 
 
Sample texts and methods 
The selected texts for linguistic analysis are Yukiguni (Snow Country) by Kawabata 
Yasunari and Kinkakuji (The Temple of the Golden Pavilion) by Mishima Yukio as 
examples of both authors’ mature writings, and, in contrast,  Izu no odoriko (The Izu 
Dancer) and Tabako (Cigarette) as examples of the foresaid authors’ earlier writings. 
I first encountered two difficulties: there is a scarcity of resources that investigate 
linguistic features of these writers; and there have been few investigations into what 
features are useful in identifying characteristics of an author’s style in Japanese.  The 
useful stylistic indicators I have been able to deduce in order to identify linguistic 
characteristics of Kawabata and Mishima’s writings rely on the outcomes of some 
relevant past studies, in line with comments made by critics and scholars of the 
writing styles of Japanese writers. The relevant studies which provide a context for 
the present research have been carried out by Yasumoto (1965, 1977), Ueda Hideyo, 
Murakami Masakatsu and Fujita Mari (1998), Yule G. U.(1939), Maekawa Mamoru 
(1995), Jin Ming-Zhe (1994), Satô Yoshio (1991), Yoshizawa (1954), Shiratori 
Sachiyo (1981), Hatano Kanji (1966) and Tomatsu Reiko (1999). Most of these 
studies treat twentieth century writers and modern Japanese writing by non-specialists 
and the remaining two studies involve the eleventh century novel, Genji Monogatari 
(The Tale of Genji 970-1002) by Lady Murasaki. Yasumoto’s study of 100 Japanese 
writers is most relevant to my study, as it includes the analysis of the works of both 
Kawabata and Mishima. Yasumoto first collected 30 textual features which had been 
proposed as stylistic indicators by other scholars, and after conducting a trial 
statistical analysis reduced this number to 15 useful features for his investigation. I 
have incorporated frequency of onomatopoeic and mimetic words, colour word 
frequency, sentence-length and proportion of direct speech into my study. 
 
In order to undertake my computational study, punctuation marks and sentence-length 
need to be tested, as a unit of analysis has to be identified as the stretch of language 
between punctuation marks, the boundary markers of the unit.  Similarly, sentence-
length is the basis for measuring other stylistic indicators.1 The proportion of direct 
speech and narrative are also important, since I study the stylistic features in direct 
speech and narrative separately.2  I have summarised each variable and the methods 
used in Table 1.3  
 
A combination of Perl programs, Unix commands and electronic counts using 
Microsoft Word 2001 were employed as shown to generate the quantitative results.   
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Stylistic indicators Perl 
program 
Unix 
commands
MSWord 
Search 
Punctuation marks   ∨ 
Average sentence-length ∨   
Proportion of direct speech and 
narrative 
  
∨   
Average sentence-length in direct 
speech and narrative 
∨   
Sentence-ending: stylistic 
inversion/ellipsis 
  ∨ 
Sentence-ending: four forms    ∨ 
Script: Proportion of kanji, hiragana 
and katakana 
∨   
Sound symbolic words ∨   
The vocabulary of the senses ∨ ∨ ∨ 
Simile  ∨ ∨ 
Honorific verb  ∨   
Adjective followed by a noun ∨ ∨  
Object particle  ∨ ∨ 
Table 1 Methods used to identify the variables 
 
I have revealed certain characteristics of the writing styles of Kawabata and Mishima 
to varying extents. I have identified three levels of indicators of writing styles 
according to the following categories: highly relevant, relevant and less relevant. The 
highly relevant indicators resulting from this study are average sentence length, 
frequency of ellipsis, sentence ending forms and patterning of adjectives, in particular, 
multiple adjectives preceding a noun.  
 
The first indicator is that of average sentence length.  I can affirm that Kawabata’s 
sentences tend to be short, perhaps reflecting an economy of language which he 
shares with the haiku form. The average sentence-length of Kawabata’s works is 5.5 
characters shorter than those of Mishima.  While there is a tendency towards short 
sentences, Kawabata also has some very long sentences. For example, the multi-
clausal sentences in Yukiguni illustrate the “renga”-like features (James Araki 209) 
that reflect Kawabata’s use of a ‘stream of consciousness’ technique and his 
distinctive narrative style which utilises the technique of “focalization” (Rimmon-
Kenan 71).  That is to say, his integration of a protagonist’s thoughts into third person 
narration often results in multi-clausal sentences. These are some of the most obvious 
stylistic features characteristic of Kawabata’s writings. In contrast, Mishima’s long 
sentences in the narrative settings reveal his preference to condense a great deal of 
information into a single sentence. I have also drawn the conclusion that in both 
writers’ works, direct speech tends to result in shorter average sentence lengths than 
narrative, i.e., authors vary the lengths of their sentences according to whether they 
are conveying direct speech or narrative. Table 2 below reveals this tendency. 
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Average sentence-length 
Direct 
speech 
Narrative Direct 
speech 
Narrative
Yukiguni Kinkakuji 
23.8 30.9 
13.7 39.5 15.6 34.6 
Izu no odoriko Tabako 
23.4 27.3 
13.6 26.9 11.1 33.8 
Table 2 Average sentence-length: direct speech and narrative 
 
Average sentence-length is acknowledged to be a marker of an author’s style 
according to many researchers. Yule, Yasumoto and others have confirmed the 
validity of average sentence length as indicator of an author’s style (370),4   the 
findings from my study also support Yule’s assertion. 
 
The second indicator in the highly relevant range is ellipsis. I have examined the 13 
indicators of ellipsis and 12 of inversion, and the analysis of the frequency of stylistic 
ellipsis demonstrated a marked contrast between the works of Kawabata and 
Mishima. The frequency of verbless sentences examined is approximately four times 
higher in Kawabata’s Yukiguni than in Mishima’s Kinkakuji. The high frequency of 
stylistic ellipsis in Yukiguni supports the view pointing to qualities of ‘ambiguity’, 
‘vagueness’ and the haiku-like style in Kawabata’s writing, in contrast to the ‘clarity’ 
of Mishima’s style (Hara Shirô 188 and Ueda Makoto 252.). There is considerable 
agreement regarding the prominent elliptical nature of Kawabata’s writing and his 
haku-like style. Both Enchi Fumiko (1969) and Saeki (1976) directly refer to 
Kawabata’s elliptical style, while Ritsuko Taira Dearing, John Lewell and Edward 
Seidensticker refer to Kawabata’s haiku-like features. Seidensticker (105) draws 
attention to he simplicity of Kawabata’s style which is realized through ellipsis and 
confirmed statistically in this study.5   On the other hand, Mishima’s own claims 
suggest that Mishima emphasises the quality of “clarity” in his style in the low 
occurrence of verbless sentences. My quantitative examination of Kinkakuji supports 
his claims.  
 
The third highly relevant indicator to be discussed is the sentence-endings. My 
investigation of the four sentence-final forms of the copula in the works under 
examination demonstrated that Kawabata prefers the da form while Mishima uses 
both da and de aru forms. Both authors use the de aru and da predicate forms to 
manipulate the degree of the protagonist’s intrusion upon the narration. 
 
The last highly relevant indicator is the patterning of adjectives. The combinations of 
two or three adjectives preceding a noun have been shown to be highly distinctive in 
Mishima’s Kinkakuji. The data reveal that Mishima not only frequently employs 
multiple adjectives preceding a noun, but he also often uses adjectives metaphorically. 
Middle range stylistic indicators include the proportion of kanji to kana, sound 
symbolic words and colours. The first indicator in the group to be discussed is the 
proportion of kanji to kana. In the works of both authors this indicator has shown a 
degree of variation, reflecting perhaps not only the individual preferences of the 
author, but also change over time or differences in narrative or direct speech.  In 
Japanese it is common practice to manipulate the visual and semantic association of 
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the scripts.6  Mishima emphasised the need for varying scripts which, he believes, 
enhance a writer’s style. Matsumura Takeshi’s (1974) impressionistic assessment of 
Mishima’s style also identified muscularity and other critics share the same idea (339-
340). Perhaps this argument derives, in part, from Mishima’s alleged preference for 
kanji compounds.  These two facts support his frequent use of kanji.  
 
In contrast, Kawabata did not express any specific views on the effects of the 
Japanese scripts, and the general impression of Kawabata’s style is that it is feminine 
and uses a high proportion of hiragana (Yoshizawa 41-46.) The association of 
femininity with hiragana derives from the fact that the feminine court ladies’ writing 
employed hiragana script in the Heian period. However, my investigation into kanji 
and kana refutes the previous description of Kawabata’s writing style as a ‘soft’ kana 
style versus Mishima’s ‘hard’ kanji style. I found the highest percentage of kanji in 
Kawabata’s Izu no odoriko, namely 33.25% as seen in Table 3.  
 
 Yukiguni Kinkakuji 
 Entire 
novel 
Direct 
speech 
Narrative Entire 
novel 
Direct 
speech 
Narrative 
kanji 29.39% 22.71% 32.30% 32.76% 26.9% 33.23% 
hiragana 70.0% 76.93% 66.97% 66.56% 72.42% 66.08% 
katakana 0.60% 0.35% 0.71% 0.67% 0.67% 0.67% 
Table 3 Percentages of kanji, hiragana and katakana: Yukiguni and Kinkakuji 
 
 Izu Tabako 
 Entire 
novel 
Direct 
speech 
Narrative Entire 
novel 
Direct 
speech 
Narrative 
kanji 33.25% 24.17% 35.79% 28.86% 26.65% 29.05% 
hiragana 66.34% 75.83 63.77% 70.03% 72.06% 69.85% 
katakana 0.40% 0% 0.43% 1.12% 1.30% 1.10% 
Table 4 Percentages of kanji, hiragana and katakana: Izu no odoriko and Tabako  
 
However, as the proportion of kanji to kana in the works of both authors shows a 
degree of variation, multiple corpora of a single author need to be examined.  
My study confirmed the very low percentage of katakana in the works of both writers 
as seen in Tables 3 and 4, although these tables suggest that the total number of 
katakana characters slightly fluctuate depending on the subject matter of the story. 
Since katakana is used for loanwords, this adds foreignness to the text. My outcome 
reveals that Kawabata and Mishima’s writing preserves a traditional Japanese style, 
minimising their use of katakana. I can conclude that the proportion of kanji to kana 
is easy to quantify accurately by computers and is an important stylistic feature in 
Japanese. 
 
The second indicator in the middle range group is sound symbolism. My earlier 
manual investigation of Kawabata’s works confirms the powerful effects of 
onomatopoeia and mimesis in context (174-204). The study also confirms that the 
onomatopoeia and mimesis in Kawabata’s fiction are also mostly formed by the 
reduplication of a two-mora morpheme, as is characteristic of onomatopoeia and 
mimesis in general. The present quantitative study also clearly showed both writers’ 
distinctive preference for a particular word-formation of sound symbolic words. 
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I have found that Kawabata employs sound symbolic words 3.3 times more frequently 
in Yukiguni than Mishima does in Kinkakuji.7 My study also identified that both 
Kawabata and Mishima have a preference for a particular word-formation in sound 
symbolic words. For example, Kawabata favours the combination of one or two 
characters followed by –tto, while Mishima employs the combination of three 
characters followed by –rito.  Mishima defines onomatopoeia as a culturally acquired 
accumulation of  childhood experiences for each nation, and believes that overuse of 
sound symbolic words makes the text childish . Mishima assertively discouraged the 
use of sound symbolic words in a literary piece of writing because he claims that these 
words make the text colloquial, low style and unsophisticated (161-165). As a 
consequence, he minimised his use of sound symbolism.  
 
There is general agreement that Kawabata’s style also creates a music-like effect on 
readers. Kawabata’s “musicality” is likely to embrace certain visual elements of texts, 
as Saeki affirms that the musicality of Kawabata’s style stems from the nature of 
haiku and from the classical Japanese literary style (310.)8 Visual images are created 
through Kawabata’s lexical and grammatical choices.  I discussed the possibility that 
the higher frequency of sound symbolic words in Yukiguni may be attributed to the 
rhythm and tone of specific lexical choices.  
 
The last indicator in the middle range group is colour terms. Shiratori, Hatano and 
Yasumoto conducted quantitative analyses of colour terms.  In contrast, the previous 
study of Tomatsu Reiko adopted a qualitative approach. All identified that colour 
terms are an important stylistic element. Shiratori focused on a single, Yukiguni by 
Kawabata, while Hatano and Yasumoto quantitatively examined multiple Japanese 
writers’ works. Tomatsu conducted a qualitative study of the colour terms in 
Kawabata’s works based on the statistical results of Shiratori’s study. My previous 
study examined the major colours one by one as they were used in the literary context, 
that is, the preceding and following linguistic environment in, Yama no oto, Yukiguni, 
and Izu no odoriko and came to the following conclusions.   
 
Yasumoto found that the writers examined tend to restrict their choice to certain 
colours.  I can, however, confirm that Mishima uses a wider range of colours than 
Kawabata based on my previous study. The present study concurs with Hatano 
Kanji’s conclusions that revealed that colours are an important indicator in 
determining a writing style (5). 9   The indicators discussed demonstrated a good 
measure of reliability for the statistical comparison.  The present analysis of colour 
terms has revealed that Kawabata and Mishima use colour terms more frequently than 
the other writers in Yasumoto’s study.  
 
The last category of indicators to be discussed is considered less relevant because the 
markers it contains were found to be inconclusive as sole indicators of writing style. 
These include stylistic inversion, sensual vocabulary other than colour terms, similes, 
combinations of single adjective and noun and nominalised adjectives. An 
examination of these indicators has demonstrated very similar statistical patterns 
between the works examined. One interpretation of this finding is that both Kawabata 
and Mishima employ these elements similarly.  Another interpretation is that these 
indicators are weak in general in differentiating writing styles and identifying 
authorial characteristics.  Moreover, the frequency of use of honorific verbs and the 
object particle index were considered the least useful indicators of writing styles.  
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This research produced a computational model for a stylistic analysis which can be 
used for an investigation of individual authorial styles of Japanese literary texts. 
Without doubt, this study has identified three highly reliable indicators for stylistic 
analyses and has provided important evidence to identify the characteristics of the 
writing styles of Kawabata and Mishima.  
 
The primary aim of this study was to identify textual patterning in the literary works 
of Kawabata and Mishima.  In the course of this examination, my study has shed 
some light on determining authorial style, yet has retained its central focus of 
exploring stylistic preferences in terms of similarities and differences.10  Jin’s research 
has found that characteristics in texts which are useful in ascertaining authorship, but 
do not give any indication of stylistic characteristics. (357) My linguistic analytic 
approach to literary works focused on ascertaining the styles of Kawabata and 
Mishima but not to determine authorship. 
 
This study has provided food for thought for further research. In order to create a 
more comprehensive and generalisable computational model of authorial writing 
styles, future studies could investigate texts from a variety of genres. It would also be 
worthwhile to conduct an investigation based on more extensive data sources, 
particularly, multiple works of novel length by Kawabata and Mishima, since both 
writers produced a wide variety of differing genres in differing periods. This 
examination focused on Kawabata and Mishima’s early and mature representative 
works, Izu no odoriko and Tabako, and Yukiguni and Kinkakuji which I expected to 
demonstrate authorial stylistic development. However, it may not be possible to claim 
definitive findings from these early works, as the corpora of which are small.  A 
further examination of larger corpora would produce more substantial results. 
 
Another potentially productive research project would be the statistical analysis of 
multiple works from a range of writers. The comparison would be fruitful in 
characterising an author’s stylistic profile. The present study examined average 
sentence-length of various sample sizes from Yukiguni taken at random. It confirmed 
that the statistical data become stable when the sample size is larger than 35 per cent. 
With very short texts such as short stories or poems it is probably desirable to use the 
entire text for quantitative analysis. Thus, the optimum sample size of a single work 
for the stylistic analysis of a novella-length Japanese text should be ideally 35 per cent 
or more of the entire text.  
 
Another fruitful area of research would be to explore sound symbolic words in more 
detail. While this study has paved the way by examining some of the more common 
patterns, there may be alternative ways of categorising and identifying exhaustive 
sound symbolic words. Lastly, I would encourage literary scholars who emphasise a 
qualitative analysis of writing styles to supplement their analyses with a quantitative 
examination of those texts enabling a more objective stance. 
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1 Sentence-length has been considered to be an important stylistic indicator in 
Japanese and other languages and many researchers have used it as an indicator of 
writing style.Yule concludes that sentence-length is a characteristic of an author’s 
style and that “there is no discrepancy between the results of [their] statistical 
investigation and the judgement made from general impressions.” Maekawa 
concludes that eight of the ten authors maintained fairly consistent sentence-lengths. 
2 The significance of examining the stylistic patterns of dialogues and narrative  
separately is stressed by the Japanese linguist Itô Masamitsu.  Modern Japanese 
continues to show considerable variation between the written and spoken languages. 
3 There is a slight inconsistency in the statistics in the electronic characters and 
punctuation between the outcomes of electronic counts and those of the Perl 
programs. The discrepancy is caused by the following punctuation marks, such as, 
….⎯, ⎯. ⎯」. The number of occurrences of these marks is quantitatively 
insignificant and does not influence my outcomes, thus I ignored such cases in the 
computer programs.   For instance, the combination of an emdash and a quotation 
mark, ⎯」, appears only once, in Tabako. 
4 He claims that sentence-length is a characteristic of an author’s style and that “there 
is no discrepancy between the results of [their] statistical investigation and the 
judgement made from general impressions.” 
5 Seidensticker’s statement is in “Introduction to Snow Country” in Kawabata 
bungaku - kaigai no hyôka, Eds. Hasegawa Kiyoshi and Takeda Katsuhiko. 
6 Tanizaki Jun'ichirô and Mishima emphasise the importance of orthographic 
variations in their Bunshô tokuhon.. 
7 Word-formations favoured by Mishima include simple reduplications but they are 
not strictly sound symbolic words, thus are not mentioned here. 
8 Saeki’s paper. “Kawabata Yasunari no buntai” (The style of Kawabata Yasunari) is 
found in Kindaibungaku kanshô kôza: Kawabata Yasunari (Appreciation and study of 
Japanese modern literature: Kawabata Yasunari). 
9 Originally included in Saikin no bunshô shinrigaku, 48. 
10 As many critics pointed out, Saeki also notes Mishima’s definition of Kawabata’s 
style, buntai fuzai (“absence of style” or “non-style”). Mishima believes that 
 10
                                                                                                                                            
Kawabata’s writings lack buntai. In this discussion, he uses “buntai” in the sense of 
“the purpose of writing”, that is, what views and opinions an author intends to convey 
in his novels rather than the linguistic features of his style. There are various ways of 
interpreting the term buntai. 
 
